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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is in response to the Applicant's Response mailed on 
December 8, 2006. Claim 7 was amended. Claims 1-20 of the application are pending. 
This office action is made non-final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

, 2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

3.1 Claim 1, Lines 3-8 state, "creating a consistency database including at least one 
consistency indicator for each block of interest in the data model; 

executing one of the sub-modules to perform an analysis of a current version of the data 

model; 

comparing at least one data field value corresponding to said consistency indicator, for 
each block of interest". The term "block of interest" is undefined and therefore, vague and 
indefinite. 
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Claim 1, Lines 7-10 state, "comparing at least one data field value corresponding to said 
consistency indicator, for each block of interest, in source files in the current version of the data 
model being analyzed, against a corresponding said consistency indicator in the consistency 
database 1 '. 

From the statement, "creating a consistency database including at least one consistency 
indicator for each block of interest", it is understood that each block of interest has one 
consistency indicator. The stating, "comparing at least one data field value corresponding to 
said consistency indicator, for each block of interest, . . . against a corresponding said 
consistency indicator in the consistency database" is vague and indefinite. Is this "a 
corresponding said consistency indicator" different from the "said consistency indicator" or 
same? 

Claim 1, Lines 11-13 state, "issuing a warning indicating a possible discrepancy between 
data in the current version of the data model and corresponding said data in a previous said 
version of the data model". There is no antecedent basis for "previous said version" since there 
is no reference to a version before, but only to a "current version". If the said version refers to 
current version, is "previous said version" same as the current version? Therefore, the "previous 
said version is vague and indefinite. Since the "previous said version" is vague and indefinite, 
"corresponding said data in a previous said version of the data model" is also vague and 
indefinite. 

Claim 1, Lines 11-16 state, "issuing a warning ... in response to detecting a difference 
between said at least one data field value in the current version of the data model being analyzed 
and the corresponding said consistency indicator". From Lines 3-4, "creating a consistency 
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database including at least one consistency indicator for each block of interest in the data model" 
and Lines 7-8, "comparing at least one data field value corresponding to said consistency 
indicator, for each block of interest", it is understood that one consistency indicator is 
associated with a block of interest and that at least one data field value corresponding to 
said consistency indicator, for each block of interest is compared against something. Then 
stating "issuing a warning ... in response to detecting a difference between said at least one data 
field value in the current version of the data model being analyzed and the corresponding said 
consistency indicator" is vague and indefinite since a data model has many blocks of interest and 
it is not clear as to which block of interest this consistency indicator belongs and the at least one 
data field value belongs. 

3.2 Claim 5, Lines 3-8 state, "creating a consistency database including at least one 
consistency indicator for each block of interest in the data model; 

executing one of the sub-modules to perform an analysis of a current version of the data 

model; 

comparing at least one data field value corresponding to said consistency indicator, for 
each block of interest". The term "block of interest" is undefined and therefore, vague and 
indefinite. 

Claim 5, Lines 7-10 state, "comparing at least one data field value corresponding to said 
consistency indicator, for each block of interest, in source files in the current version of the data 
model being analyzed, against a corresponding said consistency indicator in the consistency 
database". 
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From the statement, "creating a consistency database including at least one consistency 
indicator for each block of interest", it is understood that each block of interest has one 
consistency indicator. The stating, "comparing at least one data field value corresponding to 
said consistency indicator, for each block of interest, . . . against a corresponding said 
consistency indicator in the consistency database" is vague and indefinite. Is this "a 
corresponding said consistency indicator" different from the "said consistency indicator" or 
same? 

Claim 5, Lines 14-15 state, "issuing a warning indicating a possible discrepancy between 
data in the version of the data model". There is insufficient antecedent basis for "the version" in 
the claim. There is only a reference to a current version before. 

Claim 5, Lines 14-16 state, "issuing a warning indicating a possible discrepancy between 
data in the version of the data model and corresponding said data in a previous said version of 
the data model". Is "previous said version" same as the current version since "the version" is not 
defined? Therefore, the "previous said version is vague and indefinite. Since the "previous said 
version" is vague and indefinite, "corresponding said data in a previous said version of the data 
model" is also vague and indefinite. 

Claim 5, Lines 14-19 state, "issuing a warning ... in response to detecting a difference 
between said at least one data field value in the current version of the data model being analyzed 
and the corresponding said consistency indicator". From Lines 3-4, "creating a consistency 
database including at least one consistency indicator for each block of interest in the data model" 
and Lines 7-8, "comparing at least one data field value corresponding to said consistency 
indicator, for each block of interest", it is understood that one consistency indicator is 
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associated with a block of interest and that at least one data field value corresponding to 
said consistency indicator, for each block of interest is compared against something. Then 
stating "issuing a warning ... in response to detecting a difference between said at least one data 
field value in the current version of the data model being analyzed and the corresponding said 
consistency indicator" is vague and indefinite since a data model has many blocks of interest and 
it is not clear as to which block of interest this consistency indicator belongs and the at least one 
data field value belongs. 

3.3 Claim 7, Lines 4-5 state, " a consistency database, accessible by the processor, for storing 
consistency information for each block of interest in the data model ". The term "block of 
interest" is undefined and therefore, vague and indefinite. 

Claim 7, Lines 6-7 state, "a comparison module, capable of accessing the consistency 
database and executable via said processor, for comparing at least one data field value". The 
use of the term "capable of makes the claim vague and indefinite since it does not state what the 
module does, but states what it is capable of doing. 

Claim 7, Lines 6-10 state, "a comparison module, capable of accessing the consistency 
database and executable via said processor, for comparing at least one data field value, 
corresponding to said consistency information, against corresponding said consistency 
information in the consistency database' 1 . 

From the statement, "a consistency database, accessible by the processor, for storing 
consistency information for each block of interest in the data model", it is understood that each 
block of interest has one consistency information. The stating, "a comparison module, capable 
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of accessing the consistency database and executable via said processor, for comparing at least 
one data field value, corresponding to said consistency information, against corresponding said 
consistency information in the consistency database" is vague and indefinite since it does not 
state as to which block of interest this consistency information belongs. 

Claim 7, Lines 12-14 state, " an interface module, responsive to detection of a difference 
between said data field value in a current version of the data model being analyzed and a 
corresponding said consistency information". 

From the statement, "a consistency database, accessible by the processor, for storing 
consistency infprmation for each block of interest in the data model", it is understood that each 
block of interest has one consistency information. The stating, "an interface module, responsive 
to detection of a difference between said data field value in a current version of the data model 
being analyzed and a corresponding said consistency information" is vague and indefinite since 
it does not state as to which block of interest this consistency information and the data field value 
belong. 

Claim 7, Lines 15-17 state, "issuing a warning indicating a possible discrepancy between 
data in the current version of the data model and corresponding said data in a previous said 
version of the data model". There is no antecedent basis for "previous said version" since there 
is no reference to a version before, but only to a "current version". If the said version refers to 
current version, is "previous said version" same as the current version? Therefore, the "previous 
said version is vague and indefinite. Since the "previous said version" is vague and indefinite, 
"corresponding said data in a previous said version of the data model" is also vague and 
indefinite. 
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3.4 Claim 13, Lines 3-8 state, "means for creating a consistency database including at least 
one consistency indicator for each block of interest in the data model; 

means for executing one of the sub-modules to perform an analysis of a current version 
of the data model; 

means for comparing a data field value corresponding to said consistency indicator, for 
each block of interest". The term "block of interest" is undefined and therefore, vague and 
indefinite. 

Claim 13, Lines 7-10 state, "means for comparing a data field value corresponding to said 
consistency indicator, for each block of interest, in source files in the current version of the data 
model being analyzed, against a corresponding said consistency indicator in the consistency 
database". 

From the statement, "creating a consistency database including at least one consistency 
indicator for each block of interest", it is understood that each block of interest has one 
consistency indicator. The stating, "comparing a data field value corresponding to said 
consistency indicator, for each block of interest, . . . against a corresponding said consistency 
indicator in the consistency database" is vague and indefinite. Is this "a_corresponding said 
consistency indicator" different from the "said consistency indicator" or same? 

Claim 13, Lines 14-16 state, "means for issuing a warning indicating a possible 
discrepancy between data in the version of the data model being analyzed and corresponding said 
data in a previous said version of the data model". There is no antecedent basis for "previous 
said version" since there is no reference to a version before, but only to a "current version". If 
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the said version refers to current version, is "previous said version" same as the current version? 
Therefore, the "previous said version is vague and indefinite. Since the "previous said version" 
is vague and indefinite, "corresponding said data in a previous said version of the data model" is 
also vague and indefinite. 

Claim 13, Lines 11-16 state, "means for issuing a warning ... in response to detecting a 
difference between said at least one data field value in the current version of the data model 
being analyzed and the corresponding said consistency indicator". From Lines 3-4, "means for 
creating a consistency database including at least one consistency indicator for each block of 
interest in the data model" and Lines 7-8, "means for comparing at least one data field value 
corresponding to said consistency indicator, for each block of interest", it is understood that one 
consistency indicator is associated with a block of interest and that at least one data field 
value corresponding to said consistency indicator, for each block of interest is compared 
against something. Then stating "issuing a warning ... in response to detecting a difference 
between said at least one data field value in the current version of the data model being analyzed 
and the corresponding said consistency indicator" is vague and indefinite since a data model has 
many blocks of interest and it is not clear as to which block of interest this consistency indicator 
belongs and the at least one data field value belongs. 

3.5 Claim 18, Lines 5-10 state, "creating a consistency database including at least one 
consistency indicator for each block of interest in the data model; 

executing one of the sub-modules to perform an analysis of a current version of the data 

model; 
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comparing a data field value corresponding to said consistency indicator, for each block 
of interest". The term "block of interest" is undefined and therefore, vague and indefinite. 

Claim 18, Lines 9-12 state, "comparing a data field value corresponding to said 
consistency indicator, for each block of interest, in source files in the current version of the data 
model being analyzed, against a corresponding said consistency indicator in the consistency 
database". 

From the statement, "creating a consistency database including at least one consistency 
indicator for each block of interest", it is understood that each block of interest has one 
consistency indicator. The stating, "comparing a data field value corresponding to said 
consistency indicator, for each block of interest, . . . against a corresponding said consistency 
indicator in the consistency database" is vague and indefinite. Is this "^corresponding said 
consistency indicator" different from the "said consistency indicator" or same? 

Claim 18, Lines 16-17 state, "issuing a warning indicating a possible discrepancy 
between data in the version of the data model". There is insufficient antecedent basis for "the 
version" in the claim. There is only a reference to a current version before. 

Claim 18, Lines 16-18 state, "issuing a warning indicating a possible discrepancy 
between data in the version of the data model and corresponding said data in a previous said 
version of the data model". Is "previous said version" same as the current version since "the 
version" is not defined? Therefore, the "previous said version is vague and indefinite. Since the 
"previous said version" is vague and indefinite, "corresponding said data in a previous said 
version of the data model" is also vague and indefinite. 
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Claim 18, Lines 16-21 state, "issuing a warning ... in response to detecting a difference 
between said at least one data field value in the current version of the data model being analyzed 
and the corresponding said consistency indicator". From Lines 5-6, "creating a consistency 
database including at least one consistency indicator for each block of interest in the data model" 
and Lines 9-10, "comparing at least one data field value corresponding to said consistency 
indicator, for each block of interest", it is understood that one consistency indicator is 
associated with a block of interest and that at least one data field value corresponding to 
said consistency indicator, for each block of interest is compared against something. Then 
stating "issuing a warning ... in response to detecting a difference between said at least one data 
field value in the current version of the data model being analyzed and the corresponding said 
consistency indicator" is vague and indefinite since a data model has many blocks of interest and 
it is not clear as to which block of interest this consistency indicator belongs and the at least one 
data field value belongs. 

3.6 Claim 19, Line 1 states, "The method of claim 18". There is insufficient antecedent basis 
for "The method of claim 18", since claim 18 refers to "A software product". 

3.7 Claims rejected but not specifically addressed are rejected because of their dependency 
on rejected claims. 



Response to Arguments 
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4. Applicant's arguments filed on October 6, 2006 have been fully considered. Claim 
rejections under 35 USC 103 (a) are withdrawn in response to applicant's arguments. Additional 
Claim rejections under 36 USC 1 12 Second Paragraph and 35 USC 101 are included in this 
Office Action. 

4. 1 As per the applicant's argument that "Matsumura makes no disclosure regarding data 
model consistency during analysis or of using a consistency database for storing consistency 
identifiers for comparison against consistency indicators of the data model; Beardslee does not 
relate to solving issues of a data model being modified between analyses, particularly since the 
device under test of Beardsley has been fabricated; Duffeld discloses decoding time information 
from the video signal and comparing it to the time information maintained in the system to 
determine a time difference; if this time difference is in a predetermined range, it indicates that 
the time information from the television signal is invalid; Applicants can find no motivation to 
combine television signal decoding with and E-CAD tool to determining whether a model of a 
circuit design under analysis has been modified; the combination of Matsumura, Beardslee, 
Duffield and Tanaka is neither desirable, nor obvious; it would not be obvious to combine a 
method for producing a test pattern for use in an LSI tester (Matstunura) with a method for 
debugging fabricated hardware designs (Beardslee), a system for processing a television signal 
(Duffield) and a method for centralizing the steps of designing a complex object (Tanaka) when 
trying to solve the problem of ensuring consistency of a data model being analyzed by two or 
more sub-programs of an E-CAD tool since the combination of test patterns, hardware debugger, 
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television signal processing and centralizing steps of design would not produce a useful result", 
the Examiner has with drawn art rejections against claims 1 and 4. 

4.2 As per the applicant's argument that "Neither Matsumura, Beardslee, Duffield nor 
Tanaka teach or suggest creating a consistency database including at least one consistency 
indicator for each block of interest in the data model", the Examiner has with drawn art 
rejections against claims 1 and 4. 

4.3 As per the applicant's argument that "Tanaka makes no disclosure of comparing at least 
one data field value corresponding to said consistency indicator, for each block of interest, in 
source files in the current version of the data model being analyzed, against a corresponding said 
consistency indicator in the consistency database", the Examiner has with drawn art rejections 
against claims 1 and 4. 

4.4 As per the applicant's argument that "Matsumura makes no disclosure regarding data 
model consistency during analysis or of using a consistency database for storing consistency 
identifiers for comparison against consistency indicators of the data model", the Examiner has 
with drawn art rejections against claims 1 and 4. 

4.5 As per the applicant's argument that "neither Matsumura, Duffield nor Tanaka disclose 
or suggest creating a consistency database including at least one consistency indicator for each 
block of interest in the, data model; Matsumura does not disclose a comparison module for 
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comparing consistency information within the consistency database against corresponding 
consistency information within a data field of a current version of the data model being 
analyzed", the Examiner has with drawn art rejections against claim 7. 

4.6 As per the applicant's argument that "claim 10 recites that the comparison module is 
functionally integrated into each of a plurality of the sub-modules; Matsumura, Duffield and 
Tanaka make no disclosure of a comparison module integrated into each of the plurality of sub- 
modules of an E-CAD tool; claim 1 1 recites that a plurality of the sub-modules are 
simultaneously operational Matsumura make no disclosure of sub-modules of an E-CAD tool 
being simultaneously operational; Claim 12 recites that said comparison module is functionally 
independent of each of the sub-modules; since Matsumura make no disclosure of a comparison 
module for comparing consistency information, Matsumura cannot disclose of the comparison 
module being independent of sub-modules of an E-CAD tool", the Examiner has with drawn art 
rejections against claims 10-12. 

4.7 As per the applicant's argument that "neither Matsumura, Beardslee, Duffield, Tanaka, 
Sample nor Ho disclose use of the title stamp and file creation time as a consistency indicator for 
determining consistency of a data model being analyzed by sub-programs of an E-CAD tool", 
the Examiner has with drawn art rejections against claim2. 

4.8 As per the applicant's argument that "the dump file of Matsumura is not equivalent to a 
consistency database, and Matsumura makes no disclosure of including at least one consistency 
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indicator for each block of interest in the data model; the timing data within the timing file 102, 
FIG. 1, of Matsumura is created from the dump file resulting from performing a logic simulation 
in the design stage of the LSI device. This does not represent a consistency database of 
consistency information as required by clement a; Matsumura does not disclose a comparison 
module for comparing consistency information within the consistency database against 
corresponding consistency information within a data field of a current version of the data model 
being analyzed; Beardslee does not disclose or suggest means for comparing a data field value 
corresponding to the consistency indicator for each block of interest within the data model; the 
timestamp values of Sample do not relate to consistency indicators and a consistency database; 
Ho makes no disclosure of utilizing this time and date is association with a consistency database; 
the reasons for combining Duffield with Matsumura are not obvious, since Duffield relates to 
processing of a television signal; Duffield compares a time determined from the video signal to a 
time maintained within the system to determine if the time information is valid; the time of 
Duffield is not related to consistency of blocks of interest in a data model", the Examiner has 
with drawn art rejections against claims 13 and 14. 

4.9 As per the applicant's argument that "Neither Matsumura, Beardslee, Duffield, Tanaka, 
Sample nor Ho disclose or suggest functionally integrating the means for issuing a warning into 
each of a plurality of sub-modules Matsumtura does not disclose or suggest simultaneous sub- 
module operation anywhere", the Examiner has with drawn art rejections against claims 16 and 
17. 
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Conclusion 



5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dr. Kandasamy Thangavelu whose telephone number is 
571-272-3717. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 
8:00 AM to 5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paul Rodriguez, can be reached on 571-272-3753. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to TC 2100 Group receptionist: 571-272-2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




K. Thangavelu 
Art Unit 2123 
January 26, 2007 



